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1 THE COURT:  The first one I have is Thomas Ford vs.

2 The Town of Hardeeville.  I saw Mr. Geier. 

3 MR. GEIER:  Good morning, Your Honor.

4 THE COURT:  Ms. Maines is here.  Very good.  Good

5 morning.  Good morning.

6 Okay, it's my understanding that there was no video in

7 the DataMaster room.  Is that correct?

8 MR. GEIER:  Yes and no, Your Honor.

9 THE COURT:  Okay.

10 MR. GEIER:  There was a video from the DataMaster

11 room.  The, the primary thrust of this, the -- there was

12 sort of a two-tiered issue with the DataMaster video. 

13 Initially just prior to court, I made a motion to suppress

14 the video because the officer submitted an affidavit saying

15 that there was no video available, that it wasn't working,

16 and basically did nothing else other than sign that

17 affidavit.  But then he videoed the DataMaster room with

18 his body cam attached to his hat.

19 THE COURT:  Oh, so he left it -- okay, so he left that

20 on.

21 MR. GEIER:  Well, on his hat.

22 THE COURT:  Got it.

23 MR. GEIER:  Right.

24 THE COURT:  Is that typical?  Do they leave it on when

25 they're in the DataMaster room or not?

3



4

1 MR. GEIER:  No, not typically, Your Honor.

2 THE COURT:  Okay.

3 MR. GEIER:  It's just that once he realized that the

4 SLED video machine was not working, he ---

5 THE COURT:  Got it.

6 MR. GEIER:  So, my, my initial argument was if you're

7 going to submit an affidavit saying that there's -- it's

8 impossible to videotape the DataMaster room, then basically

9 you shouldn't be allowed to bring in that body cam because,

10 one, the body cam is not an authorized SLED video recording

11 device, which the SLED regs require.  But, two, you know,

12 you can't on one hand say there's no video but on the other

13 hand play a video for the trier of fact.

14 THE COURT:  Okay.

15 MR. GEIER:  The judge in this case said no, he can go

16 ahead and play that video.  Again, you know, the statute's

17 pretty clear that, you know, you've got to videotape these

18 things, but SLED says you can only use an authorized video

19 camera to do it.

20 You know, if we're going to let them just use body

21 cams and that's going to be a thing that's acceptable, then

22 that's going to start happening all over the place.  That's

23 an easy way to sort of circumvent SLED's policies and

24 regulations.

25 And, you know, the problem also with the body cam,

4
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1 which is what I address sort of in the second portion of

2 this, was if you're going to do that and the court's going

3 to allow it, then they need to videotape it in a way that

4 it's going to capture and record everything that you've got

5 to capture and record.

6 When it's on the brim of your hat and your head's

7 moving around and looking around and things like that, you

8 just necessarily can't do that.  There were -- I think it

9 was twenty separate times where there was a significant

10 period of time where the defendant wasn't on camera.  You

11 can't see the officer's actions during any of the

12 twenty-minute observation period other than writing down

13 various things and looking here and there.

14 This case is a little bit different than some of the

15 cases that are out there like Elwell and Hercheck, which

16 dealt with a refusal.  And what the Court of Appeals and

17 the Supreme Court have said is that if there is a refusal,

18 then there's no reason to continue to record anything

19 because the data collection of evidence is over, and so 

20 why make them go through this exercise of recording things

21 if ---

22 THE COURT:  Right.

23 MR. GEIER:  --- there's nothing to, you know, actually

24 be seen?  This case is different for two reasons.  One,

25 both of those cases dealt with the prior version of

5
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1 56-5-29-53.

2 THE COURT:  Okay.

3 MR. GEIER:  And in that older version -- and there's a

4 copy attached as an exhibit, or if there's not, I can give

5 you a copy.  There was a specific requirement that said if

6 there is a breath test, then the observation period must be

7 recorded.

8 THE COURT:  Okay.

9 MR. GEIER:  When the legislature went in and changed

10 the law in 2009, they omitted that potion.  Now, they still

11 referenced the pretest twenty-minute observation period,

12 but that specific mandate that if there is a test you must

13 record has been removed.

14 In this case, looking at the DataMaster report and

15 also the testimony of the officer, and to the extent that

16 it was captured, there was a twenty-minute observation

17 period.  This was a refusal based on the fact that he ran

18 out of time as the DataMaster was beeping at him.  So,

19 you've typically got 90 seconds to ---

20 THE COURT:  To blow.

21 MR. GEIER:  --- to blow in there.

22 THE COURT:  Got it.

23 MR. GEIER:  And as the time expired, he had the, the

24 tube in his hand and time runs out, and the officer said

25 okay, you're done.  You, you've refused.  So, if there is

6
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1 going to be -- if there actually was a twenty-minute

2 observation period, then you should have to record that in

3 a way that the statute contemplates.

4 And the last thing, the last issue that I raised here

5 had to do with the arresting officer was the third officer

6 on the scene.  There was two officers already there, and we

7 had video from one of those two officers.

8 THE COURT:  Their body cam?

9 MR. GEIER:  Body cam.

10 THE COURT:  Okay.

11 MR. GEIER:  I forget, Your Honor, now -- it's been so

12 long -- if it was body cam.

13 THE COURT:  Or patrol car.

14 MR. GEIER:  Or dam cam.  No, I think it might have

15 been dash cam.

16 THE COURT:  Okay.  Okay.

17 MR. GEIER:  But the audio recording was picked up on

18 her, you know, walkie-talkie that she's got.

19 THE COURT:  Okay.

20 MR. GEIER:  And at one point we can hear the third

21 officer, Sergeant Brown, do what is a nonstandardized field

22 sobriety test, which is specifically spoken about and

23 listed in the NHTSA manual, which is the DUI detection

24 manual, and it's without looking at your watch, what time

25 do you think it is right now.  And that, again, that, along

7
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1 with the finger count, the ABC test, things like that are

2 field sobriety tests, although they are listed as

3 nonstandardized and not anywhere near as reliable as the

4 three standardized field sobriety tests.

5 THE COURT:  Okay.

6 MR. GEIER:  None of that was videotaped; it was

7 audiotaped.  Again, the statute ---

8 THE COURT:  He testified to that or she testified to

9 that at trial.  Is that correct?

10 MR. GEIER:  I'm sorry.  Say that again.

11 THE COURT:  Did the officer testify to any of that at

12 trial or no?

13 MR. GEIER:  That was heard.  That portion of the, the

14 audio was played.

15 THE COURT:  Oh, that audio, okay.

16 MR. GEIER:  Right.

17 THE COURT:  Okay.

18 MR. GEIER:  And all we have is a video of, you know,

19 the back of some car but not his car.

20 THE COURT:  Got it.

21 MR. GEIER:  And he's not, he's not in the vehicle. 

22 He's not anywhere to be seen.  The officer walked away, who

23 was recording, and so we can't hear if there was anything

24 else that was discussed.

25 THE COURT:  Okay.

8
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1 MR. GEIER:  But, you know, 56-5-29-53 requires the

2 videotaping of all field sobriety tests.  It doesn't

3 specify standardized field sobriety tests, and the reason

4 why it's important is, you know, you have to videotape the

5 things that are important.  And that's what the Court of

6 Appeals and Supreme Court have said, that it's -- you know,

7 just because you've moved the video while the defendant's

8 standing there, that's not a basis to dismiss because

9 that's not an important portion of your, your case.  But it

10 was an important enough portion of the case that they

11 played it in trial.

12 And I would also go back to the other portion, too,

13 with the data collection of the DataMaster room.  They

14 played all that over our objection.  So, again, in all

15 these cases we have a clear violation of the statute.  The

16 remedy is dismissal.  I did move for suppression both prior

17 to trial and prior to the playing of those videos.

18 THE COURT:  Okay.

19 MR. GEIER:  Which were denied by the court.

20 THE COURT:  Okay.

21 Yes, ma'am.

22 MS. MAINES:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I'd like to just

23 clarify a few things from the return in this case.  So, the

24 return actually states there were motions to dismiss that

25 were filed.  And then if you look at paragraph 10 of the

9
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1 return, Your Honor, the, the actual return states that the

2 testimony given was that the machine was ready, but Mr.

3 Ford did not provide a sample.  The machine then timed out

4 and was processed as a refusal.

5 So, in this case the basis of giving a dismissal

6 because there was not some sort of twenty-minute

7 observation would be the suppression of evidence that would

8 be presented.  In this case, there was no breath test to

9 present; he never gave a sample.  So, even if that evidence

10 should have been suppressed, it's not relevant to the

11 finding or the, the final finding of beyond a reasonable

12 doubt in this case.  The testimony that was given, the

13 same, the same analysis should apply to the one question

14 that an officer asked: do you know what time it is without

15 looking at your watch.  It can clearly be heard on the

16 video.

17 But even with that being said, if Your Honor would

18 find that that evidence was improper, there is also

19 additional testimony given.  If you look at paragraph 7 of

20 the return, that there were standardized sobriety tests

21 conducted.  There was a horizontal gaze and nystagmus test,

22 a walk and turn test, a one-legged test.  Each of these

23 tests were videotaped, they were presented, and he did not

24 pass on any of them.

25 The walk and turn test -- I'm sorry, Your Honor, the

10
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1 one-legged test was stopped for his safety, but in that --

2 and he also gave testimony that prior to the three seconds

3 ending, due to his level of impairment, it was observed

4 three of the four clues of that test.

5 So, regardless of whether or not -- I mean, that the

6 issue before the appeal is whether you -- whether those

7 motions to dismiss were errors on behalf of the court. 

8 However, there is case law that says -- there was, again,

9 there was no breath test to be presented, thus negating the

10 necessity for that twenty-minute recording.

11 And additionally, as far as the asking the question of

12 what time is it without looking at your watch, it was

13 recorded.  The video, the audio of it was recorded, and I

14 don't think that's any different than when an officer stops

15 a -- stops a defendant and says where were you going

16 tonight or how much have you had to drink.  They were just

17 simply questions that are not relevant to the finding of

18 whether or not this defendant was guilty of the DUI.  So,

19 we would respectfully ask for you to uphold the finding of

20 the lower court.

21 THE COURT:  Okay.

22 Any response, Mr. Geier?

23 MR. GEIER:  Yes, Your Honor.  State vs. Ewell talks

24 about this type of thing and specifically towards the

25 DataMaster test.  I've got a copy here if Your Honor

11
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1 would...

2 (A PAUSE.)

3 MR. GEIER:  If you look at the second page, I've got a

4 highlighted portion there.

5 THE COURT:  Okay.

6 MR. GEIER:  And it's regardless.  Whenever there is a

7 case where there has been some portion of the DataMaster

8 administered, it needs to be videotaped in, in all cases. 

9 I've got a second case.

10 THE COURT:  But if the videotape isn't working,

11 they're allowed to file the affidavit.

12 MR. GEIER:  What?

13 THE COURT:  I said if the videotape isn't working,

14 they're allowed to file an affidavit.

15 MR. GEIER:  That, that, that's correct.  That's

16 correct, and if you're going to file the affidavit -- and

17 that was the second portion of my initial motion was if

18 you're going to accept the affidavit in lieu of the video,

19 then it goes to City of Greer vs. Humble, which says that

20 you have to say on your affidavit which reasonable efforts

21 you took to maintain the video recording equipment in

22 workable order.  And so, one, despite the affidavit, that

23 was not something that the arresting officer submitted into

24 evidence.  The only reason it was before the court at all

25 is that in our pretrial motion, I introduced it through the

12
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1 officer.

2 THE COURT:  Okay.

3 MR. GEIER:  And then, you know, again we argued later

4 on in reference during the cross-examination of the officer

5 if, if you're going to submit that affidavit, that's fine

6 but you, one, shouldn't be able to play that video then. 

7 Two, if you're going to have the affidavit, you have to

8 comply with Greer, City of Greer vs. Humble, which says

9 which affidavit -- or which reasonable efforts did you make

10 to maintain the video recording, and that was left blank.

11 THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  Well, I'm going to take

12 this under advisement, and I'll let y'all know something

13 pretty quick, okay?

14 MR. GEIER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

15 THE COURT:  Thank you.  I appreciate it.

16 --- END OF TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD ---

13
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CERTIFICATE

I, THE UNDERSIGNED ELIZABETH B. HARRIS, CERTIFIED

VERBATIM OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER FOR THE FIFTH

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, DO

HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING IS A TRUE, ACCURATE
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OF THE CAPTIONED CAUSE, RELATIVE TO APPEAL, IN THE

CIRCUIT COURT FOR JASPER COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, ON

THE 17TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 2018.

I DO FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NEITHER OF KIN,

COUNSEL, NOR INTEREST IN ANY PARTY HERETO.

                         /S/Elizabeth B. Harris, CVR-M-CM

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA

SEPTEMBER 10TH, 2019
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF JASPER 

 
THOMAS FORD, III, 

Appellant, 
 

v. 

 
CITY OF HARDEEVILLE, 

Respondent. 

IN  THE  COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
   FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

       Civil Action No.: 2017-CP-27-00440 
Magistrate Case No. 5102P0677271 

 
REPLY BRIEF   

 
 Now comes Respondent, City of Hardeeville (hereinafter referred to as “Hardeeville” or 

“Respondent” interchangeably), by and through undersigned counsel pursuant to SC Code of Laws 

Ann. Sec. 18-3-40, in this Brief of Respondent responds to the Appellant’s Response to the Trial 

Court’s Return and respectfully requests the Court dismiss the appeal or in the alternative affirm 

the Appellant’s conviction.  

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

On June 11, 2016 Off. Deweese of the Hardeeville Police Department arrested 

Appellant, Thomas Ford, III, (hereinafter referred to as “Defendant”, “Appellant”, and “Ford” 

interchangeably) for Driving Under the Influence (“DUI”). The Hardeeville Municipal Court 

found Appellant guilty of DUI. Appellant argues two discrete grounds for appeal: 1) The videos 

from the scene and breath test site do not conform with the mandatory provisions of S.C. Code 

Ann. § 56-5-2953 and 2) The Affidavit for Failure to Produce a Breath Site Video Recording 

signed and produced by the arresting officer is insufficient and does not meet the requirements 

of S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-2953(B). For the reasons set forth below, the trial court’s denial of 

Ford’s motions should be affirmed.  
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ARGUMENT  

I. Because the Trial Court did not err in finding the Appellant refused the State 
administered breath test, the arresting officer was not required to comply with 
the breath test site video recording requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-
2953(A)(2).  

 

The State is not required to comply with the breath site video requirements of S.C. Code 

Ann. § 56-5-2953 where the person refuses the test. State v. Elwell, 403 S.C. 606, 743 S.E.2d 802 

(2011). The language of the breath site video taping requirements are unchanged since the Elwell 

decision and the instant arrest of Appellant in 2016. S.C. Code of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(2) 

states that the recording at the breath test site must: (a) include the entire breath test procedure, the 

person being informed that he is being video recorded, and that he has the right to refuse the test; 

(b) include the person taking or refusing the breath test and the actions of the breath test operator 

while conducting the test; and (c) also include the person's conduct during the required twenty-

minute pre-test waiting period, unless the officer submits a sworn affidavit certifying that it was 

physically impossible to video record this waiting period.  

“The word ‘pre-test’ plainly requires a breath test be administered for the videotape 

requirement to apply, and if there is no test, the statute does not require a videotape.” State v. 

Hercheck, 403 S.C. 597, 603, 743 S.E.2d 798, 801 (2013). Here, as Ford concedes, there is no test 

and therefore no requirement to record the 20-minute pre-test observation. Otherwise, the 

legislature would not have included the “pre-test” modifier in the statute. See, e.g., Breeden v. 

TCW, Inc./Tennessee Exp., 355 S.C. 112, 120, 584 S.E.2d 379, 383 (2003) (stating “[e]very word, 

clause, and sentence must be given some meaning, force, and effect, if it can be done by any 

reasonable construction.”  
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While a driver may appear or allege after the fact to be indecisive at the time he or she must 

blow into a breath test device upon completion of the 20-minute wait period, it is impossible to 

distinguish between when someone is indecisive the refuses and when someone never intended 

and then refuses to provide a breath sample. The Appellant asks the Court to distinguish between 

a “clear refusal” and presumably a “not so clear refusal” to apply Elwell and Hercheck.   

 The trial Court found in Paragraph 1 of the Return that there was not a sufficient basis to 

find any noncompliance as grounds for dismissal. While a body camera may not be a SLED 

approved recording device for recording a breath test site, the trial court correctly references the 

plain language of S.C. Code of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(B) which states that the trial court can 

consider “any other valid reason for failure to produce the video recording based upon the totality 

of the circumstances.” In the instant case, Paragraph 10 the trial court clearly found a valid reason 

to not dismiss the case for recording a refused breath test with a body worn camera because the 

“officer discovered that both cameras were inoperable and activated his body camera to record the 

20-minute observation period of his action … [and] implied consent rights were advised.”  

 Even assuming there is non-compliance of the breath test statute requirements of S.C. Code 

of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(2), the remedy would be suppression of a refusal as there was no 

breath test. Ford did not move for a suppression, which would have been error to suppress, but 

regardless he waived that remedy by not moving for the same.   

 The affidavit produced by the arresting officer states that he cannot “produce a video 

recording of the person’s conduct during the 20-minute pre-test waiting period[.]” The affidavit is 

not a binding admission of non-compliance with 2953’s breath site requirements. It is merely a 

tautology that the officer cannot produce a video of a “pre-test” 20-minute observation period 

where no test in fact occurs. See State v. Hercheck, 403 S.C. 597, 603, 743 S.E.2d 798, 801 (2013). 
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In other words, the officer is stating under oath that he cannot produce a video of something which 

in fact does not exist, that being a pre-test period with no test.  

II. Because the trial court found that the State complied with the breath test video 
recording requirements of S.C. of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(2), the Court 
should affirm Appellant’s conviction.  

 
The arresting officer activated his body camera to record the breath test room upon 

discovering the cameras in place were inoperable. (Par. 10 of Return). Nothing in the record 

supports Defendant’s position that the body camera footage from the breath testing room omits the 

actions of the breath test operator, because there was no breath test performed. Again, the State is 

not required to produce video of the operator’s actions in conducting the test when there is no test 

to record. See State v. Elwell, 403 S.C. 606, 743 S.E.2d 802 (2011).    

The record and the exceptions on appeal fail to allege the body camera video produced of 

the breath test room does not include “the person being informed that he is being video recorded, 

and that he has the right to refuse the test[.]” S.C. Code of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(2)(a). 

Additionally, the Appellant fails to show in the record that the video produced does not record 

Ford “refusing the breath test[.]” S.C. Code of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(2)(b). Assuming 

Appellant has alleged non-compliance with these specific provisions of the breath test video taping 

statute, any portion of the video briefly omits the subject and still captures the audio portions which 

is the purpose of those specific provisions of S.C. Code of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(2) which is 

to ensure a person charged with DUI understands his right to refuse. Ford refused the test by not 

communicating any form of agreement to take the test when prompted by the officer. Regardless, 

the video tape is not required where there is no test. State v. Hercheck, 403 S.C. 597, 603, 743 

S.E.2d 798, 801 (2013)  

III. Because the incident site video complies with complies with the incident site 
video recording requirements of S.C. of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(1), the trial 
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court did not err and properly concluded that any non-compliance by asking 
“what time is it” was based on the totality of circumstances not grounds for 
dismissal per S.C. of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(B).  

  

 The trial court cannot dismiss a charge for driving under the influence (DUI) on the 

basis that statutorily-required video recording of incident site briefly omitted defendant from 

view was erroneous, where video began recording upon activation of blue lights, continuously 

recorded the entire time, and captured all field sobriety tests administered, defendant's arrest, and 

officer advising defendant of her Miranda rights, and omission did not occur during any events 

that either created direct evidence of a DUI or served defendant's important rights.  State v. 

Taylor, 411 S.C. 294, 768 S.E.2d 71 (S.C. App. 2014). Another officer, Sgt. Brown, who was 

not the arresting officer, can be heard asking Ford who was inside his vehicle at the incident site 

“what time is it without looking at your watch.” The inquiry about what time is it without looking 

at his watch is an audible inquiry that can plainly be observed by listening. Since that portion 

was captured and recorded, the brief visual omission is immaterial.  

 An officer's recording of sobriety tests such as the Horizontal Gaze Nystagmus (HGN) 

field sobriety test is only required to show defendant's conduct generally, given that statute 

required a video recording of any field sobriety tests at the incident site. State v. Gordon, 414 

S.C. 94, 777, S.E.2d 376 (2015). In Gordon, the Supreme Court found that the head is the subject 

of the test and should be recorded but not the eyes themselves which are observed during HGN. 

Id. Any visual omission of Ford during this alleged field sobriety test is immaterial similar to not 

being able to view a person’s eyes during administration of the Horizontal Gaze Nystagmus test.  

 Any lack of video pertaining to visually depicting Ford during the time Sgt. Brown 

inquired about the time of day with Ford was extremely brief and a visual display was not 

significant. Moreover, the trial court correctly applied the provisions of S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2018 A

ug 24 4:01 P
M

 - JA
S

P
E

R
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2017C

P
2700440

39



2953(B) which states that dismissal is not appropriate where as here there is valid reason for the 

failure to produce the portion “based upon the totality of the circumstances.” Here, in the totality 

of the circumstances, the audio recording is the pertinent inquiry and the in car video would not 

be able to show whether the driver had a watch or looked at his watch.  

 The most important aspect of any field sobriety test offered is whether the pertinent 

conduct is recorded. In Murphy v. State, the incident site video did not capture a full length image 

of the individual as she attempted field sobriety tests. Murphy v. State, 392 S.C. 626, 709 S.E.2d 

685 (Ct. App. 2011). Murphy held that the video adequately reflected the individual's behavior. 

Here, defendant's conduct is recorded. The audible inquiry by Sgt. Brown is recorded as Ford 

sits inside his vehicle. There is no evidence in the record that any visual aspect to this test would 

be pertinent. As Ford correctly states, the inquiry is not a standard field sobriety test. The question 

and the answer are the material aspects to the inquiry for the investigation and the conduct is the 

driver’s answer itself.  

 Lastly, there is nothing in the record establishing that Sgt. Brown’s inquiry about the 

time is a “field sobriety test” any more than inquiring with someone about where they’ve been 

drinking or whether they feel safe to drive. This type of routine questioning is not a sobriety test 

or at least the record is devoid of any facts establishing this as a field sobriety test and therefore 

it is no recording required whatsoever by S.C. Code of Laws Ann. § 56-5-2953(A)(1).  
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 CONCLUSION 
 
 For the reasons set forth above, the Court should affirm the Defendant’s conviction. 

 

Respectfully submitted August 24, 2018, 
 
 

By s/ Prina C Maines  
Prina C Maines 
SC Bar No. 77947 
Attorney for the Respondent 

 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2018 A

ug 24 4:01 P
M

 - JA
S

P
E

R
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2017C

P
2700440

41



SCRCP Form 4C                                                                                                                              Page 1 
        

FORM 4  

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  

COUNTY OF JASPER 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO. 2017-CP-27-0440 
 

 

Thomas Ford III 

  

Town of Hardeeville 

 

      

  

      

PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 

 

 

Submitted by:       

 

Attorney for :  Plaintiff          Defendant 

or 

 Self-Represented Litigant 
 

 

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) 

 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues 

have been tried and a verdict rendered. 
 

 DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. 

The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.  See Page 2 for additional information. 
 

 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):  Rule 12(b), SCRCP;  Rule 41(a), 

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);  Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);  Other       
 

 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):  Rule 40(j), SCRCP;  Bankruptcy; 

 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify 

      arbitration award;  Other       
 

  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY 

 

  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX): 

   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   Other        
   

  NOTE:  ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR 

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.  

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:  See attached order (formal order to follow)  Statement of Judgment 

by the Court:  

 

This appeal is respectfully denied. 

 
 

ORDER INFORMATION 

This order  ends  does not end the case.   

Additional Information for the Clerk :        

       
 

 

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX  

Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount 

should be enrolled.  If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below. 

Judgment in Favor of 

(List name(s) below)  
Judgment Against 

(List name(s) below) 
Judgment Amount To be Enrolled 

(List amount(s) below) 

            $      

            $      

            $      

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order: 
      
 

 
 

The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party.  Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this 

form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest 

or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the 

clerk. Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details. 

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page. 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2019 Jun 14 1:32 P

M
 - JA

S
P

E
R

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2017C
P

2700440
42



SCRCP Form 4C                                                                                                                              Page 2 
        

 

               

Circuit Court Judge  Judge Code  Date 

 

       

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 

 

This judgment was entered on the       day of      , 20      and a copy mailed first class or 

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this       day of      , 20     to attorneys of record or  

to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows: 

 

 

             

             

             

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S)   ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S) 

   
  CLERK OF COURT  

 

Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File 

Stamp and the clerk's entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy 

of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  

 

 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON 

PAGE 1.   

 

This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. 

 
      

      

      

  

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2019 Jun 14 1:32 P

M
 - JA

S
P

E
R

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2017C
P

2700440
43



Jasper Common Pleas

Case Caption: Thomas  Ford III VS   Town Of Hardeeville

Case Number: 2017CP2700440

Type: Order/Form 4

So Ordered

s/Carmen T Mullen 2142

Electronically signed on 2019-06-14 12:45:43     page 3 of 3

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2019 Jun 14 1:32 P

M
 - JA

S
P

E
R

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2017C
P

2700440
44



45



May 08 2020


